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l. 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
I. NATURE OF THE CASE: 
This is an appeal from the District Court's affirmation of a judgment of conviction 
against the Appellant, Charline Bobolack, of one count of disturbing the peace of an 
acquaintance, Sara Giambruno, during a verbal altercation outside a bowling alley in Meridian. 
There exist two en-ors. First, District Court erred in affirming the trial court's partial granting of 
the State's motion in limine excluding evidence regarding the relationship between Ms. 
Bobolack and Ms. Giambruno. Such evidence was relevant to Ms. Bobolack's mens rea, an 
element of the charged offense. Second, the District Court erred in affirming the jury's verdict 
because it was unsupported by sufficient evidence regarding Ms. Bobolack's mens rea. 
II. COURSE OF PROCEEDINGS: 
On March 16, 2015 Ms. Bobo lack was charged with one count of disturbing the peace in 
violation ofidaho Code§ 18-6409. Ms. Bobolack pled not guilty and the matter proceeded to a 
jury trial on June 16, 2015. After a one day trial, the jury found Ms. Bobolack guilty. Ms. 
Bobo lack was sentenced to 90 days of jail with all options, with 87 days suspended and credit for 
one day of time served. Ms. Bobolack was also placed on one year of unsupervised probation. 
Ms Bobolack appealed the judgment of conviction on August 28, 2015. On March 29, 2016 the 
District Court affirmed Ms. Bobolack's conviction. 
III. STATEMENT OF FACTS: 
On March 14, 2015 Ms. Bobo lack was meeting her friend Melissa Gayhart to go bowling 
at Strikers bowling alley on Meridian Road. (Tr., p. 120, L. 8-24.) Ms. Bobolack intentionally 
parked her truck well away from the other parked vehicles in order to provide her greater 
visibility thereof, as Ms. Bobolack had previously had seven trucks vandalized (Tr., p. 121, L. 6-
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1 waiting in her truck, Ms. Bobolack observed a car she knew to belong to Steven, an 
acquaintance Ms. Giambruno, drive close to her vehicle several times and then enter the 
parking lot of the apartment complex across the street from Strikers. (Tr., p. 121, L. 19-p. 122, L. 
25.) 
Immediately after Steven's truck entered the parking lot of the apartment complex across 
the street, Ms. Giambruno exited one of the apartments, staring directly at Ms. Giambruno. (Tr., 
p. 123, L.1-13.) Ms. Giambruno is an acquaintance of Ms. Bobolack's ex-girlfriend, Robin 
Dickson. (Tr., p. 125, L. 21-p. 126 L. 3.) Ms. Giambruno threatened to kill Ms. Bobolack on five 
occasions, threatened to harm Ms. Bobolack' s dogs, and Ms. Bobolack had never had a car 
vandalized prior to ending her relationship with Ms. Dickson. (Tr., p. 153, L. 23-25; p. 126, L. 4-
22.) Ms. Bobo lack lives in fear of Ms. Giambruno and her friends, limiting her life and activities 
out of fear of Ms. Giambruno and potential harm to her family, pets, and property. (Tr., p. 126, 
L. 23-p. 127, L. 19.) 
Ms. Giambruno then instigated a verbal altercation with Ms. Bobolack, yelling at Ms. 
Bobolack that they were going to get car number eight. (Tr., p. 123, L. 14-24.) Ms. Giambruno 
called Ms. Bobolack a bitch and continued to threaten to vandalize Ms. Bobolack's vehicle. (Tr., 
p. 124, L. 6-16.) 
Having been instigated, Ms. Bobolack yelled back at Ms. Giambruno. (Tr., p. 124, L. 17-
18.) Ms. Bobolack did not intend to inflict on Ms. Giambruno any emotional harm. (Tr., p. 128, 
L. 24-p. 129, L. 1.) Ms. Bobolack's sole motivation was to stand her ground and attempt to get 
Ms. Giambruno to leave her alone, to stop bullying her, to let Ms. Giambruno know that she had 
had enough of her harassment and intimidation. (Tr., p. 128, L. 11-23.) Ms. Bobolack wanted 
Ms. Giambruno to cease bullying her. (Tr., p. 129, L. 2-10.) 
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Ms. Bobolack called Ms. Gayhart, who had not arrived at Strikers. (Tr., p. 124, L. 19-
Ms. Gayhaii, also an acquaintance of Ms. Giambruno, heard both women yelling and heard 
Ms. Giambruno repeatedly yelling "fuck you" at Ms. Bobolack. (Tr., p. 152, L. 4-24.) 
Ms. Giambruno called 911, and Officer Thomas Erickson of the Meridian Police 
Department responded to the scene. (Tr., p. 82, L. 9-20.) Meridian Police Officer Brian Albers 
also subsequently responded to the scene. (Tr., p. 94, L. 3-18.) Ms. Bobolack informed Officer 
Albers that Ms. Giambruno had harassed her and vandalized her vehicles on prior occasions. 
(Tr., p. 98, L. 2-5.) Officer Erickson placed Ms. Bobolack under arrest. (Tr., p. 85, L. 22-25.) 
Ms. Bobo lack informed Officer Erickson of past issues between herself and Ms. Giambruno and 
expressed consistent fear for her truck at the hands of Ms. Giambruno. (Tr., p. 88, L. 9- p. 89 L. 
9.) 
ISSUES ON APPEAL 
A. Did the District Court err in affirming the trial court's partial grant of the State's motion 
in limine excluding relevant evidence regarding the relationship between Ms. Bobolack and Ms. 
Giambruno? 
B. Did the District Court err in affirming the jury's verdict? 
ARGUMENT 
A. Standard of Appellate Review 
When the Supreme Court reviews the decision of a district court sitting in its capacity as 
an appellate comi, the standard of review is as follows: 
The Supreme Comi reviews the trial comi (magistrate) record to determine whether there 
is substantial and competent evidence to support the magistrate's findings of fact and 
whether the magistrate's conclusions of law follow from those findings. If those findings 
are so supported and the conclusions follow therefrom and if the district court affirmed 
the magistrate's decision, we affinn the district court's decision as a matter of procedure. 
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Bailey v. Bailey, 153 Idaho 526,529,284 P.3d 970,973 (2012) (quoting Losser v. Bradstreet, 
145 Idaho 670,672, 183 P.3d 758, 760 (2008)). Thus, the Supreme Comi does not review the 
decision of the magistrate court. Id. "Rather, [the Supreme Court is] 'procedurally bound to 
affirm or reverse the decisions of the district court."' Id. (quoting State v. Korn, 148 Idaho 413, 
415 n.1, 224 P.3d 480,482 n.1 (2009)). 
Under Idaho law, an appellate court freely reviews questions of relevancy under I. R. E. 
401 "because relevancy is a question of law." State v. Waddle, 125 Idaho 526, 873 P2d 171 
(1994). 
When evidence is insufficient to support a guilty verdict, the conviction must be set aside. 
State v. Nasta.ff, 124 Idaho 667, 671, 862 P .2d 1089, 1093 (Ct. App. 1993 ). 
B. The District Court Erred in Affirming the Trial Court's Partial Grant of the State's 
Motion in Limine Excluding Relevant Evidence Regarding the Relationship between Ms. 
Bobolack and Ms. Giambruno. 
The District Comi ened in affirming the trial court's e1Ted in partial grant of the State's 
motion in limine excluding relevant evidence regarding the relationship between Ms. Bobolack 
and Ms. Giambruno. 
The State was required to prove five elements beyond a reasonable doubt in order to 
sustain a conviction of Ms. Bobo lack for disturbing the peace: 
1. On or about March 14, 2015; 
2. In the State of Idaho; 
3. Ms. Bobolack maliciously and willfully disturbed the peace or quiet; 
4. Of Ms. Giambruno; 
5. By engaging in offensive conduct in a loud or boisterous manner. 
(Tr., p. 163, L. 16-25.) 
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means evidence having any tendency to make the existence of any 
that is of consequence to the determination of the action more probable or less probable than 
it would be without the evidence." I. R. E. 401. "All relevant evidence is admissible except as 
otherwise provided by these rules or by other rules applicable in the courts of this state. Evidence 
which is not relevant is not admissible." I. R. E. 402; State v. Zichko, 129 Idaho 259, 264, 923 
P .2d 966, 971 (1996). Under Idaho law, an appellate court freely reviews questions of relevancy 
under I. R. E. 401 "because relevancy is a question oflaw." Waddle, 125 Idaho 526, 873 P2d 171 
(1994). 
The State bore the burden to prove that Ms. Bobolack acted maliciously and willfully in 
order to sustain a conviction. If Ms. Bobo lack acted for reasons other than willful malice, Ms. 
Bobo lack was necessarily innocent. Ms. Bobolack's motivation and state of mind at the time of 
the verbal altercation with Ms. Giambruno was thus a "fact of consequence to the determination 
of the action." I. R. E. 401. Accordingly, evidence tending to make it more probable or less 
probable that Ms. Bobolack acted with a given state of mind was undisputedly relevant. 
The trial court ened because it excluded evidence relevant to Ms. Bobolack's state of 
mind at the time of the verbal altercation with Ms. Giambruno. The trial court ruled that "once 
we've established that ... I'm afraid of her I think has [sic] happened, I think that's as good as 
we need to get." (Tr., p. 13, L. 25-p. 14, L. 2.) The trial court thus excluded specific evidence 
supporting Ms. Bobolack' s characterization of her state of mind as one of fear and standing up to 
a bully. Ms. Bobolack was not permitted to testify regarding (1) the circumstances sun-ounding 
the seven times her car has been vandalized by Ms. Giambruno and her friends; (2) the 
circumstances surrounding the numerous times Ms. Giambruno threatened to kill her; (3) the 
circumstances surrounding the numerous times Ms. Giambruno threatened to harm her pets; and 
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circumstances surrounding the vandalizing of Ms. Gayhart' s car by Ms. Giambruno and 
friends. veracity of these allegations was not relevant, because such allegations formed 
the basis of Ms. Bobolack' s state of mind with regards to Ms. Giambruno, whether the 
allegations were actually true or false. 
The District Cami e1Ted in affirming the trial court, ruling that the "trial judge's 
expressed intent to avoid seven or more mini trials within the trial while allowing exposure of the 
underlying claims was achieved." (R., 000138.) This statement by the District Court is a non-
sequitur and is of no moment, because the undisputed fact remains that the relationship history 
between Ms. Bobolack and Ms. Giambruno is relevant to Ms. Bobolack's mens rea at the time of 
the altercation, a required element of disturbing the peace. A desire to condense a trial does not 
justify exclusion of relevant evidence. 
Admittedly, the trial court permitted limited inquiry into Ms. Bobolack's general state of 
mind at the time of the verbal altercation with Ms. Giambruno, The enor, however, was that the 
specific factual underpinnings of Ms. Bobolack's state of mind are relevant, indeed more so, and 
were vital to her defense. It is far different to be limited to stating "I have been bullied", as 
opposed to being able to relate a story, a nanative, of the incidents of bullying, of the actual root 
causes of the fear, that caused Ms. Bobolack to finally stand up to her bully. 
C. The District Court Erred in Affirming the Jury's Verdict. 
The jury's verdict was unsupported by sufficient evidence. Under Idaho law, when 
evidence is insufficient to support a guilty verdict, the conviction must be set aside. State v. 
Nasta.ff, 124 Idaho 667,671, 862 P.2d 1089, 1093 (Ct. App. 1993). 
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As noted supra, the State was required to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that Ms. 
Bobolack "maliciously and willfully disturbed the peace or quiet" of Ms. Giambruno. (Tr., p. 
163, L. 19.) 
The jury's conclusion that Ms. Bobolack acted with the requisite willful malice is 
unsupported by the evidence. Ms. Bobolack testified unequivocally that she was not willfully 
attempting to inflict harm on Ms. Giambruno: 
Q: Were you trying to inflict harm on Ms. Giambruno? 
A:No. 
(Tr., p. 128, L. 4-p. 129 L.1.) 
Ms. Bobolack continued to testify regarding her motivations at the time of the verbal 
altercation with Ms. Giambruno. When asked if she was simply attempting to stop Ms. 
Giambruno from bullying her, Ms. Bobolack testified: 
Yes I did. I told her too. Straight there, on that day, I told her to leave me alone; they 
needed to leave me alone. I even told the police, when they showed up, that they needed 
to leave me alone. 
(Tr., p. 129, L. 4-7.) 
Ms. Bobo lack answered in the affirmative when asked if her "only motivation, in 
responding to Ms. Giambruno, was to get her to stop." (Tr., p. 129, L. 8-10.) 
The District Court extensively reviewed the testimony presented at trial, (R., 000139-
000142) before summarily and self-evidently concluding that 
the jury credited the testimony of the witnesses for the State and did not believe the 
witnesses for the defense, including [Ms. Bobolack's] asse1iion that her only motivation 
in yelling at Ms. Giambruno was 'to get her to stop.' The jury's guilty verdict is 
supported by substantial evidence and will not be second-guessed. 
(R., 000143.) 
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It is impossible, however, for Ms. Bobolack to have been more unequivocal with regards 
to mental state during the verbal altercation with Ms. Giambruno. Ms. Bobolack was not 
trying to inflict harm. Her sole motivation was to cause Ms. Giambruno to cease bullying her, to 
stop, to leave her alone, to let her live in peace. Ms. Bobolack's testimony regarding her mental 
state was uncontroverted and absolute. Accordingly, the jury's conclusion that Ms. Bobolack 
acted with willful malice was unsupp01ied by the evidence. The District Court en-ed in affirming 
the sufficiency of the evidence supporting Ms. Bobolack's conviction. 
CONCLUSION 
For the reasons set forth herein, Bobolack respectfully asks this Comi to vacate the 
imposition of sentence and remand this matter for further proceedings. 
Dated this 1 c.J day of August, 2016. 
BARNUM HOWELL & G LLC. 
Attorney for Appellant 
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